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Prof. V.V. Baba. 
Call to Order 


In calling the meeting to order at 2:08 pm., Dr. O'Brien announced the 
appointments of Ms. Judith Grad and Mr. Richard Duranceau as graduate 
student representatives to Senate. 


At the request of the Speaker, Dr. Lowy, Rector and Vice-Chancellor, 
introduced Mr. Charles Emond, newly appointed Vice-Rector, Services, 
and on behalf of Senate, welcomed him to Concordia University and to his 
first Senate meeting. 


Approval of the Agenda 


Dean Valaskakis advised that the Arts and Science Faculty Council had 
adopted the motion indicated in Appendix I concerning Document 
US-97-1-D2 at a meeting last evening; and she asked that she be recognized 
under Agenda Item IX in order to introduce the motions during discussion 
at that time. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien explained that Item IX as worded 
was intended to be a very broad heading, and that presumably Dean 
Valaskakis would have sufficient scope to raise the matter under that item. 
He also advised that it should be recognized that this meeting and the special 
meeting proposed for next week were a kind of unit with respect to Item IX, 
i.e. The expectation was that there would be a general discussion today 
under that Item and that there would be a special meeting at which Senate 
would really come to grips with the matter; and that in consequence the 
relevancy of the Arts and Science Faculty Council motions may either turn 
out to be at today's meeting or at the special Senate meeting depending on 
how things might evolve. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SINGER, SECONDED BY DEAN KUSY, 
THAT THE AGENDA AS CIRCULATED, AND WITH THE ABOVE 
UNDERSTANDING, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GILSDORF, THAT THE SENATE MINUTES OF 6 AND 13 
DECEMBER 1996, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Business Arising from the Minutes 


In response to a question that had been raised by Prof. Lam at two previous 
Senate meetings concerning measures to ensure that Faculties respected their 
operating budgets, Mr. English, Chief Financial Officer, advised that the 
ongoing budgets in all areas were being strictly monitored; that particular 
measures being considered with respect to overages included automatic 
cutbacks in the subsequent year's budget; and that budgets were constantly 
being monitored and departmental and Faculty unit heads would be advised 
of anticipated over-expenditures in advance of their actual occurrence. 


Remarks from the Rector 


Extending congratulations to those concerned, and particularly to Ann 
Vroome, Lorri Zack and Barbara Black, Dr. Lowy announced that at the 
recent annual conference of the American Council for the Advancement in 
Support of Education Case, Concordia was awarded the silver medal in the 
magazine category for the Concordia Magazine, the bronze medal in the 
tabloid category for the Concordia Thursday Report, and the bronze medal 
on the development category for the 1995/96 Rector's Report. He also 
reported with respect to a meeting that he, Mr. English and Ms. Robitaille 
Brodie had had yesterday with the Commission de financement des 
universités and the presentation that had been made on behalf of Concordia, 
including what he described as a suggested "cushion" in the form of a 
"financial corridor" for enrolment shifts of 3% to 5% with respect to either 
increases or decreases, which would not be reflected in the annual 
government grant and which would allow for multi-year university 
budgeting; and the indirect costs of research, etc; Also, reporting on a 
meeting held this morning with the Minister of Education, he informed 
Senate of the support expressed by Madam Marois for substantial 
government funding vis-a-vis the University's planned conversion from 
rented to owned space. 


Commenting with respect to a letter that had been sent to Premier Bouchard 
by the Chairs of Quebec University boards of governors in November 1996 
concerning funding problems and suggestions that they had made as Quebec 
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citizens interested in the future of the university sector, Dr. Lowy advised 
that they had not consulted with any of the respective university 
administrations, and he reassured Senate that the Concordia administration 
respected the agreements that had been signed with the bargaining units and 
intended to continue to do so. 


Question Period 


There were no questions. 


Items for Information 


Dr. Boisvert drew members' attention to and explained the notification 
concerning the motion unanimously adopted by CCSL with respect to 
impending changes to the copyright act and the potential negative impact on 
the selling of used textbooks on university campuses, and which was being 
tabled at Senate for information. 


Appointment to the Senate Appeals Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GILSDORF, SECONDED BY DEAN 
KUSY, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. JUNE CHAIKELSON 
TO THE SENATE APPEALS COMMITTEE, REPLACING PROF. R. 
HALE TO 31 MARCH 1997, AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-97-1-D1, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Report from SCAPP Re: "Following a Course Forward" 


Dr. O'Brien drew members' attention to the 2-hour time limit that the 
Steering Committee had placed on discussion of this item, and explained 
that the intention was that there would be a special meeting of Senate to 
continue the discussion; that there should not be any attempt at today's 
meeting to reach decisions on any of the matters involved in item IX, Le., 
this was intended to be a preparatory discussion; that the Steering 
Committee at its special meeting scheduled for next week would take 
cognizance Of today's discussion and make whatever proposals it judges fit 
vis-a-vis the Special Senate meeting to be held at 9:00 am, Friday, 14 
February 1997; and that in light of the request from the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council the question of the date of the Special Senate meeting 
would have to be addressed at some point during this meeting. He also 
advised that this would be a general discussion; and that specific motions 
would not be helpful, at this stage, but rather at a second stage at the Special 
Senate meeting. 


In introductory remarks, Dr. Lightstone provided background information 
with respect to the development of "Our Immediate Future", beginning with 
the planning process approved by Senate in March, 1995 and including the 
5 principles adopted by Senate on 17 November 1995 vis-a-vis a review of 
units and programmes in and by all Faculties; the mandate that had been 
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given to him by SCAPP vis-a-vis a review of academic units and 
programmes in and by all Faculties; the mandate given to him by SCAPP 
vis-a-vis the results of the Faculty-based reviews; and the deliberations of 
SCAPP at its meeting held two weeks ago. He also drew members' 
attention to Document US-97-1-D2a which he advised, contained a set of 
recommendations that had been noted by or at SCAPP, and which, it was 
felt, should be noted at Senate. In addition, he reminded members of the 
request to have a Senate discussion on long-term orientations objectives and 
goals and which discussions which occurred at the Senate meetings of 6 and 
13 December 1996, had been aided and facilitated by documents that had 
been put together by Dr. Lowy and himself, and were intended to provide 
part of the framework for any decision-based planning document that would 
come forward; and the CREPUQ commission that had been mandated by 
the Minister of Education to undertake a review of all university 
programmes that followed from a recommendation from the Etats g6ndraux. 
Finally, he drew members' attention to and explained the amendment and 
motion from SCAPP contained in Document US-97-1-D2b, particularly 
with respect to possible amendments or exemptions with respect to 
programmes and units vis-a-vis the recommendations in Document US-97-1 
-D2 and stipulations relating thereto; and commenting on "list 2" 1.e., 
recommendations with respect to graduate programmes for which no action 
was proposed, and the anxiety expressed by some members of SCAPP over 
its inclusion in Document US97-1 -D2, he explained the intention of the list, 
which, he advised, consisted of programmes about which questions had 
been raised and either information would come forward which would 
alleviate the questions or matters could be remedied over a period of time. 


Commenting on the special meeting of the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
that had been held last evening to address Document US-97-1-D2, Dean 
Valaskakis emphasized the gravity of the concerns that had been expressed 
over what was considered to be an attack that seemed to be directed not only 
against the heart and soul of the Faculty, but also to the process of 
participatory planning and providing enough time for the Faculty to be able 
to address the issues that were important to it, and which process the 
Faculty considered to be particularly important. She also advised that over 
the past year the Faculty had closed 12 of its programmes and merged or 
conjoined 4 departments through a period of discussion, with the advice of 
the Arts and Science Priorities and Planning Committee, with the full 
consent of the departmental Chairs in discussion, and ultimately with 
decisions on the issues being taken by the Arts and Science Faculty Council; 
and that beyond the issues of concern that had to do with the makeup and 
the very nature of the Faculty, i.e., what the Faculty did, what it was, and 
what it intended to continue to do, she was concerned with the process and 
having sufficient time to allow for a participatory process with respect to 
any planning involving the Faculty of Arts and science. Dean Valaskakis 
also read three motions that had been adopted by the Arts and Science 
faculty Council at its special meeting on 6 February 1997, (Appendix 1). 


In Preliminary remarks, Dr. Lowy, commenting with respect to the general 
financial and political context, emphasized the current period of major 
unprecedented financial compression facing Quebec universities, the fact 


that universities were labour-intensive organizations, that over 80% of the 
budget was for salaries, etc., and that drastic budget reductions would result 
in the University doing fewer of the things that it presently did. He also 
explained that unless the university community collectively was capable of 
tailoring Concordia's offerings to the amount of resources available to make 
them possible, someone else would have to do it for the University because 
there was simply no other way; and that in today's situation, the University 
had to ask itself what under these circumstances, it felt it must do and do 
well, and what was it that no matter how desirable, it no longer may be able 
to do; and that we needed a clear sense of mission as to who we were and a 
mission that was not only something that we would like to accomplish but 
something that society needed and was prepared to support. He further 
advised that in fact Concordia's mission filled a required niche and was 
recognized particularly by the Minister of Education, i.e., what was being 
proposed by the University as to what to do and who we were, was actually 
accepted and appreciated by the people who were able to make it possible 
for us to do it; and that in addition we needed a space plan, which was 
presently being constructed, and a budget that would allow us to complete 
the space-plan that we had not had up to this point, and also a chief 
academic officer with the courage to put together a plan that would provide a 
basis for discussion, even if it turned out to be a basis for contention. 
Finally, he expressed personal gratitude to Dr. Lightstone for having 
brought the issue to the floor of Senate in so clear a fashion, i.e., "Our 
Immediate Future", and which, he felt, would allow for discussion, 
decision and would ultimately lead to action. 


In his initial comments, Dr. Singer agreed with the sentiments expressed by 
Dr. Lowy, including the expression of gratitude to Dr. Lightstone for 
having had the courage to put forward a specific set of proposals that 
everyone could then take stabs at. At the same time he advised that it was 
his impression of last night's Arts and Science Faculty Council meeting and 
a meeting of the History Department this morning, that there had been less 
focus on the substance of Document US-97-1-D2 than was appropriate 
because of the concern for the process and some of the actions taken which, 
he argued, had to be addressed in order to get back to the main issues; and 
he read 4 motions concerning "Our Immediate Future" (Appendix 11) that 
had been approved this morning by the History Department along with a 
recommendation urging that the recommendations adopted by the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council last night be accepted by Senate and that Document 
US-97-1-D2 be rejected. With respect to the process itself, he expressed the 
feeling that the Faculty and its constituent departments had felt left out of the 
process, i.e., that there was an absense of collegiality in decision-making, 
e.g., the Chair of the History Department had read in a document about 
which he had never been consulted that the Ph.D. In History was being 
recommended for elimination; and he questioned the basis and the criteria 
used, particularly with respect to the determination of the "requisite research 
profile". Also, stating that Dr. Lowy's arrival had resulted in a turn-around 
in the community's sense as to how it felt about the University and that the 
Rector had made a tremendous effort to change from a negative to a positive 
and from a divisive to a consensus-building approach, he argued that 
Document US-971-D2, as it had been handled, had turned back that 


process. He further argued that the situation at the moment was that the 
Faculty that represented 60% of the professors and students in the 
University was completely against Document US-97-1-D2; that the Faculty 
of Arts and Science was not at all opposed to making the kind of hard 
choices that were being referred to, nor to the Provost and Vice-Rector, 
Research, participating in that process, but that these were Faculty matters 
and that it was the Faculty itself that should make the appropriate decisions, 
and particularly given that Arts and Science was the heart of the Institution 
and that open-heart surgery could not be done over-night; that the 
withdrawal of Document US-97-1D2 was being requested in order to allow 
that traditional process to recur; and that while the Faculty of Arts and 
Science was as prepared as anyone else to make decisions, it wanted those 
decisions to be informed by realities both within the Faculty and the 
University, e.g., ensuring that the 84 faculty positions in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science that were lost to FALRIP had been taken into account, the 
absense of a costing-out of the proposals and not ignoring the oral history 
and traditions of the University, including the fact that over the past 20 
years the Ph.D. in History had produced 21 Ph.D.'s, generated 2 million 
dollars in revenue and had cost the University absolutely nothing because 
not one of the History professors involved had ‘ever received a single 
work-load credit, etc. Referring to what he termed the "SCAPP orchestrated 
deliberation process", he argued that we were now in the situation where the 
highest academic body in the University had received a document in its 
"final flower" and today's meeting was the first opportunity that Senate had 
had to discuss its contents; and he urged that the process be slowed down a 
bit in order put it on a sounder, more conciliatory and consensus-building 
basis, otherwise, he argued, a rush to judgement would divide the 
University which was something that we could not afford. 


In continuing discussion it was argued that part of who the members of the 
University community were was very much determined by how they 
worked together through the process not only with respect to the community 
but especially in terms of the Senate, and that objections to "Our Immediate 
Future" were fundamentally directed at the process; that the particular 
process had removed some of the options that should have been debated and 
discussed by Senate, e.g., the basic structure and whether there should be 4 
Faculties and a School of Graduate Studies, etc.; that it was essential in 
order to give integrity to the process to allow Arts and Science, which was 
the object of much of the proposed programme cuts, an opportunity to 
consider the proposals through its own deliberation and consultation 
process to make appropriate recommendations to Senate; and that no action 
should be taken by Senate until all Faculty Councils had had an opportunity 
to review and respond to recommendations in Document US-97-1D2 vis-a- 
vis specific programmes, etc. 


Responding to a question concerning a request submitted to the Steering 
Committee of Senate on behalf of the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
Steering Committee (Appendix 1), Dean Valaskakis asked that the special 
Senate meeting to be held on 14 February 1997 be postponed until 28 
February 1997, and which request she felt should be considered by the 
Senate Steering Committee in the light of whatever might happen at today's 


meeting. She also expressed the hope that the date of the special Senate 
meeting could be extended far beyond 28 February 1997; 1.e., from 6 
months to a year, in order to consider the proposal from the Provost and 
Vice-Rector, Research and report back to Senate by whatever time-limit was 
decided today. 


In his remarks, Prof. Byers advised that he supported the motions that had 
been passed by the Arts and Science Faculty Council last evening 
(Appendix 111); that one of the problems with Document US-97-1-D2, and 
one of the reasons that he felt that perhaps it should be withdrawn and 
resubmitted in some other form, was that he had found the role of Senate to 
be ambiguous in the document, e.g. Senate was completely removed from 
the process of exempting specific programmes or units from the 
recommendations that were proposed in the motion unanimously adopted by 
SCAPP contained in Document US-97-1-D2b, i.e., the effect was that a 
programme mentioned as being in serious danger would be cancelled unless 
there was action by a few people to reverse that decision, and which action 
would be beyond the purview of Senate; the fact that admission to certain 
programmes would be suspended left the impression that programmes 
would be closed by "administrative fiat" thereby circumventing the usual 
procedures for such closures, etc.; that the status of "list 2" programmes 
was not clear and, in fact put the programmes and the University in grave 
danger, and that suggestions of a possible re-evaluation of these 
programmes was one more argument for the withdrawal of the Document at 
this time; and that there was also ambiguity as to whether the Document was 
financial or academic, and that if it was basically a financial document 
certain numbers should be indicated, and if the latter, the procedures 
normally used with respect to academic programmes should be followed. 
With respect to the process itself, he argued that there should have been 
some consultation prior to the release of a public document that raised 
questions about research activities, departmental competence and the 
continued existence of particular programmes etc.; that as Principal of 
Lonergan College which was being recommended for closure, he should 
have been informed of the recommendation and given an opportunity to 
respond before the Document had been placed in the public domain; and that 
had the Document been properly vetted prior to its being presented to 
Senate, many of the factual errors might have been avoided including the 
fact that the ratios that had been used were based on press opposed to 
post-FALRIP numbers which would lead to very different conclusions, 

ie., the fact that the situation had changed had not been taken into account. 


In continuing discussion it was argued that a priorities document such as 
US-97-1-D2 should indicate where the University was going, what should 
be developed and how it would be good for the University, and what 
should be strengthened in order to build an identity consistent with the 
principles that had been discussed in many other documents, etc. Concerns 
were also expressed with respect to the effect of the Document on inter and 
intra-university discussions and relationships; what was described as a 
"crisis of legitimacy" created by the release of Document US-97-1-D2; that 
the Document did not appear to be based upon Faculty-approved planning 
documents, nor had the recommendations contained therein been approved 
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by the Faculty Councils, that there was no indication of the amount of 
money that was expected to be saved by eliminating particular programmes, 
and that the recommendations could not be explained by an analysis of 
departmental or unit revenue-to-expense ratios that details needed to be 
provided with respect to how much money would be saved by closing a 
specific programme and how much money would not be lost because the 
people in that programme withdraw from activity, i.e., an analysis of the 
relative costs and benefits of the specific programmes referred to was 
needed; that other factors also had to be taken into account with respect to 
specific programmes, e.g., the Master of Engineering (Aerospace) which 
was limited to 10 students per university by virtue of the related Consortium 
requirements, and with respect to which it would not make any sense for 
Concordia University to withdraw from that inter-university programme; the 
need to take into consideration the positive effects generated in other aspects 
by virtue of the fact that students enter a general Master's programme 
hoping to be able to subsequently enter a specific programme; and that while 
there might be a need for rationalizing Concordia’ programme offerings the 
Document provided no indication that its recommendations would result in 
saving any money. The Provost was also urged to consider Document 
US-97-1-D2 as a "draft" document, that it be revised in light of today's 
discussion, and that the revised version be the document to be considered 
by the Faculty Councils vis-a-vis amendments, etc. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Prof. 
Elaine B. Newman, Biology Department. 


In her remarks against the proposed cuts in the Faculty of Arts and Science, 
Prof. Newman argued that contrary to the expressed concern that too many 
courses and programmes were being offered, the Faculty did not offer 
enough, and that the real issue was how was it possible to represent the 
state of the world of human knowledge to Concordia students with the 
limited resources available; that the proposed cuts were directed at the 
Faculty of Arts and Science which was the very heart of the University; and 
that the other Faculties should reserve the same loyalty to Arts and Science 
that it had always shown in its relationships with them. 


In other comments however, it was argued that the University could not 
permit itself to spend another 6 to 12 months attempting to define what had 
been determined some 18 months ago, that it would do; that the process had 
in fact been going on since the Fall of 1995; that the Provost and Vice- 
Rector, Research, had brought forward two documents to the University 
community, that he had been asked to do a job which he had done, and that 
Senators should not confound the message with the messenger; that the 
specific outcomes of the actions being proposed in Document US-97-1-D2 
in many cases represented a rationalization of what seemed to be a 
multiplication of honours and specialization programmes in particular units 
into one programme, and that in many cases the Document was pointing the 
University in a direction that ought not to be ignored; that while "list 2" was 
a useful planning tool, it should not be part of whatever might eventually be 
adopted vis-a-vis "Our Immediate Future", i.e., while the graduate 
programmes referred to might have to be "shored-up" or more clearly 


focused in certain areas of research, was an issue to be addressed over the 
course of the next two years; that the Provost and Vice-Rector, Research, 
had in fact shared some very specific details with the Arts and Science 
Chairs last August before tabling the Document in September and which 
was requested to be withdrawn in order to provide the Faculty time to 
respond with something else; that it was now up to the Faculty to consider 
the proposal over the course of the next month, if that was what was 
required, and come up with a counter proposal,’ that the fact that the 
Minister of Education intended to move rapidly could not be ignored, 1.e., 
she had made it unequivocally clear that she expected action soon, nor could 
the fact that CREPUQ had set up a committee that would be sitting within 
the next few weeks and which would make specific recommendations to 
Quebec universities by the end of May 1997; that while the Faculty of Arts 
and Science was the heart of the University, it could not be said that because 
it represented 60% of the university it must be permitted to continue to exist; 
and that the other Faculties had worked hard to try and focus specifically as 
to what they were doing and would continue to do vis-a-vis undergraduate 
education and research, and that it was now up to the Faculty of Arts and 
Science to accept that same challenge in a positive manner and come back to 
Senate so that Concordia could continue to exist as a University. In 
addition, it was reiterated that Document US-97-1-D2 was a result of a pact 
on planning that had been made about a year ago, and it was argued that 
while some faults might well be found with respect to the methodology, the 
data, the formulation and tone, it had to be recognized nonetheless that it 
was the product of a collective planning effort; that while there were things 
in the Document that members of Senate might not like, that did not mean 
that it should be entirely negated; that the situation should be considered in a 
positive light, that we should discuss how to proceed from this point and 
that Senate should take the time to consider legitimate concerns that might 
exist even by prolonging the consultation period necessary to review the 
Document; and that it would not do the University any service to simply 
reject the whole Document or to postpone it to such a far distant future that 
the entire process would be negated. It was also pointed out that the 
university had been aware two years ago of the terrible budget situation that 
it was facing, and that it had been agreed at Senate at that time that 
horizontal cuts would not be in the University's best interest; and it was 
argued that from that ensued the entire process of academic planning that 
was designed to support verticle budget cutting; that Document 
US-97-1-D2, which represented the results of that process, had been 
produced by the Provost and Vice-Rector, Research, as mandated by 
SCAPP, and that those results should be the focus of the Senate discussion 
at today's meeting; that the intention of "list 2" was not to eliminate 
programmes, but rather to identify and address possible programme 
problems before the Ministry of Education did; and that at the 28 February 
1997, meeting Senate should discuss only those programmes indicated in 
Document US-97-1-D2 for possible suspension of admissions, and discuss 
"List 2" programmes two or three months from now after each Faculty had 
had an opportunity to address each of the programmes mentioned. 
However, it was also argued that suspending entry into particular 
programmes was a de facto closing of those programmes; that Senate 
should not agree to meet in two weeks time to consider the closing of entry 


to those programmes or that such closures should be done in the context of 
a 2-week period of advice that could occur through the normal Faculty 
consultation process, 1.e., there were too many programmes involved it was 
too complex, too late and too important. 


In other comments, Prof. Chaikelson, Chair of the Ad Hoc Senate Finance 
Committee, stated that it was regrettable that the impression that had been 
taken by some that attacks on the document were ad hominem attacks 
against the Provost and Vice-Rector, Research, which was not at all the 
case, but rather represented problems that members had with the Document 
itself; that difficulties included its tone, the fact that the mix of academic and 
financial statements throughout added to the confusion as to whether the 
proposals were academic or financial; and that she had great difficulty in 
attempting to relate information contained in the detailed appendices to the 
conclusions and words used in the Document, e.g., determining the 
"infrastructure costs of maintaining an autonomous stand-alone 
programme". She also expressed concern with the effects of releasing the 
Document on cooperation discussions presently taking place between 
Concordia and McGill and the tremendous impact on the (Comité des 
Programmes) vis-a-vis the approval of new programme proposals and the 
rigorous review required particularly with respect to "Pertinance et de la 
complémantarité" which the new programmes mentioned in the Document 
had successfully completed; and she argued that the Faculty of Arts and 
Science in its self-appraisal report recognized that programmes could run 
into difficulty but that they should not have an unending "shelf-life", and 
that specifically with respect to new programmes the Faculty had stipulated 
that they should have a 10-year life before being considered for closure; that 
at the same time, the "list" in Document US-97-1-D2 contained programmes 
that had been in existence for only | or 2 years and were being given only 
another 2 years to improve the situation or they would be closed, and which 
was not appropriate particularly given that they had been scrutinized by the 
Dean of Graduate Studies, the Council of the School of Graduate Studies, 
the Faculty Council and by Senate which approved them; and that the 
University should continue to stand behind them. Finally, she expressed 
concern over words used in the Document vis-a-vis critiquing programmes 
without any understanding of the associated methodology and where it was 
impossible to ascertain numbers, e.g., "very low", relatively few, etc.; and 
she argued that if she used such phrases in her research without the 
associated numbers she would be unable to get that research published. 


In additional comments, Dr. Lowy advised that Document US97-1-D2 that 
had been put forward by Dr. Lightstone and approved by SCAPP, was a 
means to an end, 1.e., it was a means to planning and decision-making that 
was absolutely essential, and that judging by the discussion, at today's 
meeting the end had in fact been advanced; that the last December meeting 
had been characterized by some as the best Senate meeting that they had 
attended, that there was the largest attendance at today's meeting that there 
had been in some time, that it was clear that there was a great deal of 
interest in the matter and that Document US-97-1-D2 had mobilized 
emergency meetings of Faculty Councils and departments; that it would 
now be up to the Steering Committee to take note of today's discussion and 
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decide how to proceed with respect to Senate; that while he had no objection 
to having the Document even drastically amended as appropriate, in his 
opinion it would not make any sense to either scrap it or delay taking action 
‘until such time as it would basically be irrelevant because of action that 
would be taken by others; that while a reasonable extension of time might be 
a sensible course of action to allow for "bottom-up". suggestions for 
consideration by SCAPP and the Provost and Vice-Rector, Research, vis-a- 
vis possible amendments to the Document which would then come back to 
Senate, the onus would be on Senate colleagues, the departments and 
Faculties to make such recommendations. 


After assuring members that he did not take any remarks that had been made 
to be personal, Dr. Lightstone advised that any decisions that might be taken 
would ultimately have to be taken by Senate, and that it was never the 
intention that any decisions would not be approved by Senate; that he would 
take from today's discussion as a suggestion to SCAPP that "list 2" 
concerning graduate programmes be hived off from Document US-97-1-D2 
as a Separate issue, but that they remain somewhere on the table for active 
consideration; and to the Steering Committee, the suggestion that the 
Faculty planning processes be given time to review the specific 
recommendations vis-a-vis individual departments and units in order to 
fine-tune, suggest deletions, augmentations or alternatives to the 
recommendations, and for the Steering Committee to decide on a reasonable 
time-frame with respect to Senate and the planning process. In addition after 
expressing appreciation to members for their concerns and ongoing 
participation, he advised that he realized that without question there would 
be would be difficult and painful moments where there would be 
disagreements as we proceeded through the process; and he stressed that 
while ultimately decisions would have to be made in a relatively short period 
of time, such decisions would be taken through an open, participatory 
planning process involving both a "bottoms-up" and "top-down leadership" 
approach. 


In additional comments, Prof. Singer expressed concerns with respect to the 
process by which particular programmes had been identified; and he argued 
that the Faculty of Arts and Science planning process was not reflected in 
Document US97-1-D2; that the rules of the game were not clear; that before 
the Faculty engaged in the continuing process, the Dean and the Arts and 
Science planning and priorities committee had to have a clearer sense as to 
exactly what the Provost and Vice-Rector, Research, wanted; and that the 
Provost had to be more integral to the process, 1.e., there had to be more 
guidance from the Provost as to what the Faculty of Arts and Science 
should do. He also suggested that after the Steering Committee had met and 
decided, on a time-frame, and after SCAPP had decided on the general 
direction that it wished to take, etc., the Dean, the Provost and Vice-Rector 
Research, and the Faculty of Arts and Science Priorities Committee should 
work out a clear time table, i.e., a statement of rules as to what we were 
aiming for, whether it was a dollar-amount cut, the elimination of twenty 
programmes, the elimination of programmes because it would save money 
or the Calendar would look less cluttered, etc. 


In further comments, Dean Valaskakis, argued that the issues raised by her 
colleagues in the Faculty of Arts and Science should be considered; that he 
Rector and the Steering Committee, in determining a date for a subsequent 
meeting should keep in mind that there were some 20 programmes or units 
targeted in Document US-97-1-D2 with respect to closing enrolments, etc.; 
that she could not complete the task of addressing the issues within two 
weeks, nor would she undertake to do it without the participation of the Arts 
and Science Priorities Committee, the Faculty chairs, and the Faculty 
Council and that if the Faculty was being asked to undertake such a task, it 
must be given at least a 3-month period in which to do so. 


It was also pointed out, however, that a document that had been produced 
by the Ministry of Education contained the names of 35 academic 
programmes that they considered to be problematic, and that almost all of 
the programmes included in Document US-97-1-D2 were in that list; that 
that list of programmes would be going first to the "Multipartite 
Commission" established by CREPUQ and which was supposed to report 
to the Minister of Education by the middle of May, 1997; and the feeling 
was expressed that although some time might be required for further 
consideration of Document US97-1-D2, the Steering Committee should 
keep in mind that there were other equally pressing agendas outside the 
University, and that the intentions of the Government and the expectations 
of the Minister of Education ought not to be forgotten. 


The validity of the above comment was subsequently challenged by Prof. 
Newman who read the names of some of the "problematic" programmes 
from a copy of the document from the Ministry to which reference had been 
made. 


In response to an earlier suggestion that Document US-97-1D2 be taken as a 
"draft" document to be revised before further referrals, Dr. Lightstone 
explained that he was concerned about the time factor particularly as related 
to the "outside agendas" referred to above and that he considered all 
documents in a sense to be drafts until such time as they were approved by 
Senate. He also advised that the rules of the game were the "5 Senate 
approved principles" and a cognizance of the external processes, both 
financial and academic that were at work outside the University in a kind of 
complex mélange; and he suggested that within the next very short while he 
should meet with either the Dean of each Faculty or each Faculty Dean 
together with their executive or planning committees to discuss the mélange 
of issues that were rolled into the judgements that not only the University 
was going to have to make but also those that others were going to attempt 
to make on Concordia's behalf. 


Finally, responding to earlier comments that had characterized Document 
US-97-1-D2 and the related process as hurtful to the University, Dr. Lowy 
stated that he considered such comments in fact to be exactly wrong; that 
rather, he considered it to be a measure of the courage and frankness with 
which these things were being dealt with and which was a great credit to 
Concordia; and that any unbiased observer would recognize that what has 
been done today, and particularly what had been done by Dr. Lightstone 
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over the last few weeks, was an attempt by the University to grapple with 
an exceedingly complex and difficult task and which was something that 
some other universities had not as yet begun to do; that while we were 
aware that what we were doing was going to be difficult and painful, we 
were not shirking from doing it; and that it was to the credit of Senate that 
we were prepared to do it. He also expressed conviction that the Steering 
Committee, taking today's discussion into consideration, would come up 
with a schedule that would be satisfactory to most people and would move 
us forward. 


Revision to the membership of the Senate Committee on Academic Planning 
and Priorities. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS, SECONDED BY PROF. HALE, 
THAT THE REVISION TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-8-DIO BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposal concerning Senate meetings during the month of June 


It was moved by Prof. Jalilvand, seconded by Dr. Lightstone THAT THE 
STEERING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING 
SENATE MEETINGS HELD IN THE MONTH OF JUNE, AS 
CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-97-1 -D3, BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question, Senate was advised that vacancies would 
probably be created by current members of Senate who would be retiring on 
31 May 1997 through FALRIP. 


The motion was carried. 


Proposed Establishment of University Research Awards. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DR. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 
UNIVERSITY RESEARCH AWARDS AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-97-1-D5. 


Dean Kusy presented and provided the rationale for the establishment of 
University research awards proposed in Document US-97-1 -D5. 


Issues and concerns which were raised and responded to included questions 
with respect to the eligibility of retired faculty members for the research 
awards; a possible transitional problem vis-a-vis a backlog of potential 
eligible candidates; provisions to off-set the natural bias that would 
disadvantage junior faculty who were just beginning their research careers; 
and the possibility of awarding the winners money rather than research 
grants. 
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The motion was carried. 


Proposal concerning Research Centres at Concordia University: Policies 
and Procedures 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE POLICIES AND PROCEDURES CONCERNING 
RESEARCH CENTRES AT CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY OUTLINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-97-1-D6, AND THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
CONTAINED THEREIN. 


In presenting and explaining the proposal outlined in Document 
US-97-1-D6, Dean Kusy stressed the need for an institutional infrastructure 
to support research centres at Concordia, particularly emphasizing that the 
members of the 11 approved centres generated 50% of the University's 
research grant money, and the many graduate and senior undergraduate 
students housed within those units. He also expressed appreciation to Prof. 
Dolores Pushkar Gold for the tremendous amount of work that she had put 
into the development of the proposal. 


During discussion a concern was expressed that the proposed University 
Committee on Research Centres (UCRC) included only one senior 
researcher in its membership. 


The mover and seconder agreed to incorporate into the main motion a 
suggested amendment that the phrase - "and one senior researcher" in 
Recommendation #3, section 2.2, page 3, Document US-97-1-D6 be 
changed to - "two senior researchers". 


During further discussion it was argued that while the Document included 
some very important elements that would make it a significant testimony to 
Concordia's commitment to research, but that because it also contained 
some items dealing with research allocation and internal University 
reporting structures that merited a bit more attention, it should be referred 
back at least to the Faculty Councils. 


In response to the above, it was pointed out that over the past | 1/2 years 
the proposal had been widely circulated including to all of the research 
centres, the Decanal teams, etc., and concern was expressed that referring it 
back to the Faculty Councils at this stage would only cause an unnecessary 
delay. 


In continuing discussion it was argued that the proposal concerning the 
appointment of Research Centre directors represented a significant change in 
the existing policy; that it was important for department chairs to understand 
their relationship to Research Centre directors, and that a month's delay 
should not be considered as an unnecessary delay for such an important 
document. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. LAM, 
THAT THE PROPOSED POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR 
RESEARCH CENTRES AT CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY BE 
REFERRED BACK TO FACULTY COUNCILS FOR CONSIDERATION 
AND REPORT BACK TO SENATE NO LATER THAN THE SENATE 
MEETING OF 2 MAY 1997. 


Dean Valaskakis advised that while she had no objection to deferring the 
proposal to the Faculty Councils, she wished to express the support of Arts 
and Science and the fact that the Faculty, and she herself, had been very 
much involved in the creation of the Document; and that she would have no 
objection to it being forwarded to the Faculty Councils should Senate decide 
to do so. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (16 in favour; 5 
opposed). 


Notice of Motion Concerning former Concordia Researchers 


In introducing this item, Dr. O'Brien explained that procedurally what was 
before Senate was a motion that had been duly moved and seconded at an 
earlier Senate meeting, and with respect to which consideration had been 
postponed to today's meeting; that Senate like most organizations that he 
was aware of used the concept of "tabling" to cover what in fact was 
identified in Robert's Rules of Order as three separate and distinct 
procedures, with the context determining which of those three procedures 
was applicable; and that Robert's Rules of Order, as a treatise on 
parliamentary procedure, tended to object to this way of doing things and 
lays out the three possibilities each with its own terminology. He explained 
that the first was "to lay on the table" the purpose of which was to postpone 
consideration of an item in order to make way for a matter that more 
urgently demanded the attention of the assembly and whereby the previous 
item could be taken up later at the same meeting or at the following meeting, 
and that unless it was taken up by the following meeting the motion would 
die and could not be considered further; that the second possibility was that 
consideration of a matter was postponed to a definite time, and which was 
the case with respect the item now before Senate and where in such cases 
the matter would automatically come before the assembly at the designated 
time, i.e., there was no need to take it off the table", and that the third 
instance was to "postpone indefinitely" which had the effect of simply 
ending debate on the matter and it would not then come to vote. 


Dr. O'Brien reiterated that at this point what was before Senate was the 
motion to approve what was contained in Document US-96-7-D 14. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCQUEEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
POOROOSHASB, THAT CONSIDERATION OF THE MOTION BE 
POSTPONED TO THE SENATE MEETING OF 2 MAY 1997. 


Prof. McQueen explained that the rationale for postponement was that 
various things had arisen over the past month which made it difficult to 
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discuss the matter today, and also the belief that some new information 
would be arising that would make the discussion more fruitful. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (19 in favour; 0 
opposed). 


In response to a question from Prof. Gilsdorf with respect to recording 
voting abstentions, Dr. O'Brien explained that there was no overwhelming 
reason to do so either way, and that it was his practice not to do so. 
However, he also advised that if any member wished to request that there be 
a count of abstentions on a particular matter, it would be perfectly in order 
to do so. 


Next Meetings 


Dr. O'Brien announced that the next regular Senate meeting was scheduled 
to be held at 2:00 pm., Friday, 7 March 1997; and that the Steering 
Committee would be considering the question of any special Senate 
meetings that might be called. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:57 pm., on a motion by Ms. Geha, 
seconded by Ms. Wasajja. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


